OUR ENTITLEMENT TO SELF-KNOWLEDGE
Tyler Burge and Christopher Peacocke I-Tyler Burge I want to understand our epistemic warrant for a certain range of judgments about our own thoughts and attitudes. I am guided by two hypotheses. One is that there are certain sorts of self-knowledge that are epistemically special. The other is that the epistemic right or warrant we have to these sorts of self-knowledge is, in a sense, environmentally neutral. I want to understand this specialness and this environmental neutrality.
The hypothesis of epistemic specialness will be argued for in this paper. The hypothesis of environmental neutrality is relevant to a project that deals with scepticism and the nature and functions of reason. I will not develop this latter hypothesis in depth here, but I will comment on it for the sake of orientation.
Most of our empirical thoughts and our thoughts about our empirical thoughts depend for their individuation conditions on relations that we bear to a particular environment. But, on my guiding hypothesis, our epistemic warrant for our judgments about our thoughts does not depend on particular relations to a particular environment. It is common to any environment and derives from the nature of the thinker as a critical reasoner. This point is relevant to showing that certain claims to self-knowledge which are among the premises in a certain anti-sceptical argument do not beg the question by depending on presumptions about the environment that the sceptic calls into question. In this paper I will not discuss scepticism. But I begin with the sort of cogito-like judgments that figured in traditional anti-sceptical arguments. I believe these judgments relevant not only to scepticism, but to the epistemic specialness of some self-knowledge. Although some striking features of cogito-like judgments are not shared by all members of the wider range of judgments about one's thoughts whose epistemic status interests me, cogito-like judgments provide a useful paradigm for reflection.
whether or not one spells out this conceptual awareness, one's judgments have a reflexive form like that of (2). Such conceptual self-awareness goes beyond simply consciously thinking a thought, but it is not an unusual phenomenon among people with normal second-order abilities. Thus I believe that cogito-like judgments constitute a significant segment of our everyday mental activity.
To remark that (1) and (2) are contextually self-verifying is to remark on their truth conditions, not on ourjustification or epistemic warrant in thinking them. It does seem that understanding (1) suffices for knowing that it is true. And the relevant understanding requires no great perspicacity. But noting that it is self-evidently self-verifying (supposing that this needed no more commentwhich of course it would) would not capture fully what is involved in its epistemic status. For I think that cogito-like judgments share an interesting epistemic status with a number of types of selfknowledge that are not contextually self-verifying or infallible, and that lack the quasi-logical status of (1). I have in mind a wider class of judgments about states, not just reflexive occurrencesjudgments about what one believes, wants, intends.
When we make judgments about many of our mental states and events, our judgments commonly constitute knowledge. I know very well that I believe that there are physical entities-if I judge that I do. Such judgments do not merely evince an inner state in the way that a yelp evinces a pain; nor are they avowals or conventional practices without cognitive value. What is the epistemic status of such judgments? What epistemic warrant do we have to make them?
I take the notion of epistemic warrant to be broader than the ordinary notion of justification. An individual's epistemic warrant may consist in a justification that the individual has for a belief or other epistemic act or state. But it may also be an entitlement that consists in a status of operating in an appropriate way in accord with norms of reason, even when these norms cannot be articulated by the individual who has that status. We have an entitlement to certain perceptual beliefs or to certain logical inferences even though we may lack reasons or justifications for them. The entitlement could in principle presumably-though often only with extreme philosophical difficulty-be articulated by someone. But this articulation need not be part of the repertoire of the individual that has the entitlement.
Our epistemic warrant to much of our self-knowledge is of this sort. Most of us have no justifying argument or evidence backing the relevant judgments. The judgments are immediate, non-inferential. Although cogito-like judgments may count as selfevident or self-verifying, most judgments that interest me do not Wherein are we being reasonable-in the sense of operating und norms sanctioned by reason-in making judgments about our own minds?
As I have intimated, the remarks about self-verification suggest an initial analogy between cogito-like judgments and knowledge of simple logical truths. The truth of judgments of (1) and (2) is, in a broad sense, present in the form and logic of the thought. There is something of the same self-evident and obvious features here as there are in simple logical truths. The main differences are that cogito-like judgments are dependent on being thought for being true, and are in their specially direct way self-verifying.
Another analogy to knowledge of simple logical truths is this: The key to the epistemic status of cogito-like judgments seems to reside in ordinary understanding, not in some mechanism connecting the knower with a sensed object. This point will be one of the key elements in my account of the environmental neutrality and specialness of self-knowledge.
Perceptual experiences particular to a given environment inevitably figure in the acquisition of understanding of almost any given content. But one's epistemic warrant for believing the content may not incorporate the perceptual experiences or beliefs that go into understanding it. This is the traditional view of knowledge of logical or mathematical truths. One may need perceptual experience to come to understand simple logical or arithmetical notions and truths.
(This is surely the case with such logical truths as 'nothing is-both a dog and not a dog'.) But on the traditional view such experience is not a constituent of one's justification or entitlement in believing simple logical or arithmetical truths.
I am not arguing for the traditional view-just recalling it. The element in it relevant to our purposes is the following. The account of epistemic justification or entitlement may presuppose understanding, which may be dependent on particular perceptual relations to a given environment. But the account need not include perceptual beliefs or experiences as constituents in the individual's justification or entitlement. The account can allow attribution of concepts to the individual which could be acquired only in a limited range of possible environments, while itself taking a form that is applicable to any critical reasoner, regardless of the particular environmentally dependent contents of his or her thought.
I want to illustrate the relevance of this idea to our discussion by reconsidering the scenario of one's being switched between different environments unawares-a scenario I discussed in a paper some years back. Suppose that I think that I am engaging in a thought that there are physical objects. In thinking this, I have to engage in the very thought I am referring to and ascribing to myself. The reference to the content-expressed in the that-clause-cannot be carried out unless I actually engage in the thought. The intentional content mentioned in the that-clause is not merely an object of reference or cognition; it is part of the cognition itself. It is thought and thought about in the same act. If background conditions are different enough so that I am thinking different thoughts, they will be different enough so that the objects of reference and self-ascription will also be different. So no matter how my thoughts are affected, no matter how I am switched around, I will be correct in self-ascriptions of content that are correctly expressed in cogito-that-clause form.
It would be a mistake to reply that because one's correct reference does not give one any grasp of what one is referring to, this reference is empty. For to self-ascribe thoughts in the way expressed by that-clauses, one has to understand the thoughts one is referring to well enough to think them. One need not have any more explicatory understanding of one's thoughts than is necessary to think them. One need not master anti-individualism, much less have an empirical mastery of the conditions that have established the identity of the thoughts one thinks. Such mastery is emphatically not guaranteed by mastery of cogito-self-ascriptions. But one is guaranteed that one ascribes something of which one has the ordinary understanding involved in using concepts and thinking thoughts. I think that the relevant en of some causal-perceptual relation between cognition and its object.
It has two other sources. One is the role of the relevant judgments in critical reasoning. The other is a constitutive relation between the judgments and their subject matter-or between the judgments about one's thoughts and the judgments' being true. Understanding and making such judgments is constitutively associated both with being reasonable and with getting them right. Briefly drawn, my line of thought will be this. To be capable of critical reasoning, and to be subject to certain rational norms necessarily associated with such reasoning, some mental acts and states must be knowledgeably reviewable.3 The specific character of this knowledgeable reviewability requires that it be associated with an epistemic entitlement that is distinctive. The entitlement must be stronger than that involved in perceptual judgments. There must be a non-contingent, rational relation, of a sort to be explained, between relevant first-person judgments and their subject matter or truth.
All of us, even sceptics among us, recognize a practice of critical reasoning.4 Critical reasoning is reasoning that involves an ability to recognize and effectively employ reasonable criticism or support for reasons and reasoning. It is reasoning guided by an appreciation, use, and assessment of reasons and reasoning as such. As a critical reasoner, one not only reasons. One recognizes reasons as reasons.
One evaluates, checks, weighs, criticizes, supplements one's reasons and reasoning. Clearly, this requires a second-order ability to think about thought contents or propositions, and rational relations among them.
When one carries out a proof, one checks the steps of the reasoning, making sure that the inferences are valid. Any activity of proof requires some conception of validity, which requires an ability to think of the propositions in a proof as constituting reasons for what follows from them. Indeed, it is arguable that use of therefore in reasoning-deductive or otherwise-constitutes an exercise of this meta-cognitive ability. When one engages in practical deliberation, one articulates and weighs considerations on each side, goes over possible sources of bias, thinks through consequences. Essential to carrying out critical reasoning is using one's knowledge of what constitutes good reasons to guide one's actual first-order reasoning.
A non-critical reasoner reasons blind, without appreciating reasons as reasons. Animals and small children reason in this way. But reasoning under rational control of the reasoner is critical reasoning. Not all reasoning by critical reasoners is critical. Much of our reasoning is blind, poorly accessible, and unaware. We change attitudes in rational ways without having much sense of what we are doing. Often we are poor at saying what our reasoning is. Still, the ability to take rational control of one's reasoning is crucial in many enterprises-in giving a proof, in thinking through a plan, in constructing a theory, in engaging in debate. For reasoning to be critical, it must sometimes involve actual awareness and review of reasons; and such a reviewing standpoint must normally be available.5
Critical reasoning involves an ability not merely to assess truth, falsity, evidential support, entailment, and non-entailment among propositions or thought contents. It also involves an ability to assess the truth and reasonability of reasoning-hence attitudes. This is not to say that critical reasoning mustfocus on attitudes, as opposed to their subject matter. Normally we reason not about ourselves but about the world or about practical goods. But to be fully a critical reasoner, one must be able to-and sometimes actually-identify, distinguish, evaluate propositions as asserted, denied, hypothesized 5 I think Kant neglected distinctions between reasoning, critical reasoning, and reflective reasoning. But he clearly saw that it is the possibility of applications of 'I think' to our thoughts -not our being self-aware in this way all the time-that is basic to full reflective rationality. Of course, the form of 'I think' does not by itself make the relevant contribution to reflective rationality. One could dream cogito-thoughts. It is the ability to be conceptually aware of oneself as thinking with a certain control and agency that is crucial.
or merely considered.6 Such abilities and activities are central to argumentation. Similarly, in critical practical reasoning, one must be able to-and sometimes actually-evaluate propositions conceptualized as expressing pro-attitudes, to distinguish them explicitly from those that express beliefs, and to evaluate relations of reason among such propositions as so conceptualized. Such evaluation constitutes minimal evaluations of propositional attitudes.
To be a critical reasoner, one must also be able to, and sometime actually, use one's knowledge of reasons to make, criticize, change, confirm commitments regarding propositions-to engage explicitly in reason-induced changes of mind. Critical reasoning here involves an ability to distinguish subjectivities from more objectively supportable commitments and to explicitly alter the former in favour of the latter. Its point is reasonably to confirm and correct attitudes and reasoning (not merely assess propositional connections), by reference to rational standards.
Critical reasoning must be exercised on itself. So I begin with the matter of entitlement. The basic idea is simple. Put crudely: since one' s beliefs or judgments about one's thoughts, reasons, and reasoning are an integral part of the overall procedures of critical reasoning, one must have an epistemic right to those beliefs or judgments. To be reasonable in the whole enterprise, one must be reasonable in that essential aspect of it.
Less crudely, consider the process of reasoning which involves the confirming and weighing of one's reasons. One must make judgments about one's attitudes and inferences. If one's judgments about one's attitudes or inferences were not reasonable-if one had no epistemic entitlement to them-one's reflection on one's attitudes and their interrelations could add no rational element the reasonability of the whole process. But reflection does add a rational element to the reasonability of reasoning. It gives one some rational control over one's reasoning.
To put the point somewhat more fully: if one lacked entitlement to judgments about one's attitudes, there could be no norms of reason governing how one ought check, weigh, overturn, confirm reasons or reasoning. For if one lacked entitlement to judgments about one's attitudes, one could not be subject to rational norms governing how one ought to alter those attitudes given that one had reflected on them. If reflection provided no reason-endorsed judgments about the attitudes, the rational connection between the attitudes reflected upon and the reflection would be broken. So reasons could not apply to how the attitudes should be changed, suspended, or confirmed on the basis of reasoning depending on such reflection. But critical reasoning just is reasoning in which norms of reason apply to how attitudes should be affected partly on the basis of reasoning that derives from judgments about one's attitudes. So one must have an epistemic entitlement to one's judgments about one's attitudes.
I turn now to the stronger thesis. One might imagine some gap between epistemic entitlement and knowledge. Might one have an epistemic entitlement but be systematically mistaken? Or might failure of some third Gettier-type condition (beyond truth and epistemic entitlement) undermine knowledge?
It is possible in given cases for reflection to be disconnected in these ways from the attitudes purportedly reflected upon. But both possibilities if generalized are incompatible with our having the sort of entitlement to the reflection just argued for. That entitlement rested on the assumption that reflection added a rational element to the reasonability of the whole process of critical reasoning-a process whereby object-level attitudes are guided by reflection on their reasonability. If reflective judgments were not normally true, reflection could not add to the rational coherence or add a rational component to the reasonability of the whole process. It could not rationally control and guide the attitudes being reflected upon (even though one could imagine situations in which such disconnected reflection would be mechanically or instrumentally beneficial in forming true or rational beliefs). So reflection would not add in the relevant way to the reasonability of the process, and therefore would not have the source of entitlement just argued for.
The same point applies to the possible failure of some Gettier-type condition. Again, if reflection were connected to the truth of our judgments about our thoughts in an accidental or nonknowledge-yielding way, the reason-guiding and rationalcoherence-making functions of rational review would be broken. Since part of our entitlement to reflective judgments about our attitudes derives from their functions in critical reasoning, the entitlement itself would be undermined. Not only the relevant entitlement to reflective judgments that derives from their functions within critical reasoning, but critical But it seems that we make mistakes about many attitudes that are accessible to reflection primarily when we are subject to some failure of rationality or defect in our cognitive powers.8 I stated that I would argue that the specific role of knowledge of our thoughts in critical reasoning requires that it be associated with a distinctive sort of epistemic entitlement that necessitates a non-contingent, rational relation between the relevant first-person present-tense judgments and their subject matter or truth. Why need self-knowledge be in any way special? Why is it not enough that it be pretty reliable observation? Some knowledge of our own mental states and events is empirical in the sense that it is based either on imaging, remembering, or reasoning about sensed inner-goings-on, or on observing our own behaviour and hearing about it from others.
Simplicity tempts some to hold that all self-knowledge is like that. Let me elaborate this temptation. It is commonly held that beliefs about others' attitudes must be based on inferences from or criteria for observation.9 On the model at issue, beliefs about one's own attitudes differ only in that one need not always infer those beliefs,
8 Our epistemic entitlement to judgments about our present attitudes is a general right and is compatible with our making various mistakes about our attitudes even in the course of critical reasoning. (Of course, then we are, in a sense, not critically reasoning with the attitudes we are mistaken about.) We make mistakes of haste, bias, and self-deception.
Some attitudes are hard to get at, except with discipline, and even maturation or therapy. In some cases, other people are better at knowing our attitudes than we are. So one might demand further specification of our entitlement. One might ask under what conditions it is overturned or insufficient to give us knowledge. And one might inquire in more depth into the conditions under which errors arise. These issues are complex. I think that when our judgments about a certain class of our thoughts and attitudes are in a certain sense immediate (which entails that they are neither inferred nor otherwise biased by other attitudes), and when our minds are not subject to malfunction, we do not make errors.
But there is no recipe for insuring that our judgments are immediate or that they are about the relevant class. There is no internal recipe for avoiding error. My view about perceptual entitlement is more specific than the fundamental claim of the simple observational model. I believe that our entitlement rests partly on our being perceivers, which entails that we-or our species-perceptual systems-are or have been in brute, contingent, non-rational but veridical relations to objects of perception, and the kinds that our perceptual judgments specify. 11 It is necessarily constitutive of the content of our observational or perceptual beliefs about physical objects, and of the very nature of our perceptual systems, that we be veridically attuned to the environment through causal relations to it-either in our learning histories or indirectly in the evolution of our perceptual systems.12
Entitlement to observational physical object beliefs rests partly on 11 A tempting oversimplification is to claim that these constitutive veridical causal relations are always reliably veridical. Such a claim is tempting because in so many cases our perceptions are reliable. Perhaps many types of perception must be. But the claim is oversimplified because some perceptual intentional types in some perceptual systems are established through the systems' reliable avoidance of false negatives rather than through theirreliable achievement of true positives. It is more critical to a hare's perceptual system that it not fail to register a predator when one is there than that it be reliable in its registration of predators. So the system could commonly indicate the presence of predators falsely-and be broadly unreliable in its perceptions-as long as it was reliable in correctly indicating present predators. It remains, however, constitutive of the systems' perceiving predators as predators that some veridical perceptions played a role in the evolution-fashioned function or in the actual use of the system. Of course, reliability is more important for perceptions of safety than for perceptions of danger. These qualifications on reliability, of course, complicate any account of the relation between perceptual-content constitution and perceptual entitlement. For presumably epistemic entitlements are prima facie comprised by constitutively unreliable perceptual deliverances. I believe that a perceptual system in any agent, however, is constitutively associated with reliable perceptions in a range of cases. But these are issues for another occasion.
12 I am inclined to think that it is a conceptual necessity that there be causal relations in perception. But for purposes of my argument, the fundamental feature is that the entitlement to observational beliefs necessarily rests on some pattern of brute, contingent, non-rational relations between observed and observer, regardless of whether the contingent re!ations are causal. It is common to my view and the opposed observational view of self-knowledge that in many of the cases under dispute, there is a causal mechanism that relates attitudes to judgments about them. What is in dispute is the nature of the epistemic entitlement that one has to such judgments, not the existence of a psychological mechanism. On the simple observational model, our entitlement to self-knowledge always rests partly on the brute, contingent, non-rational causal relations. On my view, in some important cases, it does not: Christopher Peacocke has pointed out to me that in some, though I think not all, cases of special self-knowledge, the entitlement may specify some causal relation between subject matter and judgment. But not all causal relations are brute, contingent, non-rational ones. (For example those involved in a person's deductive inference are not.) Where a causal relation is not merely a background enabling condition, but an element in the relevant entitlement to self-knowledge, it will on my view never be a brute, contingent, non-rational one. It will be associated in the entitlement with norms for transfer of reasons. 13 The simple observational model is inspired by a comparison of self-knowledge to observational judgments about physical objects. I operate with a commonsensical conception of such judgments. There are non-common-sensical conceptions that take the basic relation that underlies our epistemic right to be one between the observer and some sort of mental item, a sense datum or an appearance. I ignore such theories not because I regard them as mistaken (although I do regard them as mistaken). I ignore them because they model observation of physical objects on knowledge of one's mental events. The model I am attacking proposes to illumine self-knowledge through an independent model. I do think that knowledge of our pains and other sensations-as contrasted with knowledge of our propositional states and events-is empirical in the sense that it depends for its entitlement on sensory experience or sensory beliefs. Judgments that constitute such knowledge just are sensory beliefs. Although I believe that brute error is possible in certain judgments of this sort, such cases are marginal. Understanding even these empirical judgments will, I think, owe more to the kinds of considerations I am elaborating than to reflection on ordinary perceptions of physical objects. But I regard knowledge of one's sensations as requiring separate treatment from knowledge of one's thoughts and attitudes.
It is worth noting that a view that we must 'inferentially' base judgments about physical objects on observations of sense data would also normally be committed to holding that one's entitlement to those judgments rests on brute, contingent, non-rational relations to the physical objects that always allow for brute error. The same point applies to inference-to-the-best-explanation views of our warrants for perceptual beliefs about physical objects.
14 This gloss on the brute contingency of the relations, apart from the parenthetical remark, is less committal than my own view of the contingency involved in observational relations. I think the same perceptual object could, with different external auxiliary conditions, have caused a different non-veridical judgment. And I think that a different perceptual object, or perhaps none at all, could have combined with different external auxiliary conditions to cause a perception or perceptual judgment of the same type, though perhaps one with a different token demonstrative element, making it nonveridical. (I do not depend on these views in my argument here.) These different conditions, in individual cases, need not affect the individual's entitlement to the perceptual judgment; nor need they affect the well-functioning of the individual's perceptual-cognitive apparatus. The sense in which the relevant relations are nonrational is complex. Perhaps it can suffice here to note that since in the case of ordinary perception the perceptual objects are physical kinds or physical individuals, there can in perception is always subject to brute error. The object or conditions of perception could lead us into misperception without there being any failure of entitlement and without there being any malfunction of our cognitive or perceptual systems.
The objectivity of perception depends on the possibility of epistemically entitled misperception. Perceptual justification and criticism necessarily presuppose a distinction between a person's cognitive perspective and the objective, physical subject matter. A closely related point centres on epistemic responsibility. We are epistemically responsible only because we are capable of reviewing our reasons and reasoning. And we are paradigmatically responsible for our reasons when we check and review them in the course of critical reasoning. But the simple observational model implies that in carrying out reviews of one's reasoning, one is epistemically responsible not primarily for the thoughts being reviewed but primarily for the review. The model implies that we are in reviewing our reasons only derivatively responsible for objects of review, as one might be responsible for the actions of one' s child or dog-but fully and primarily responsible only where one's knowledge and control contingently matched what one is justified in believing about them.
But one is not epistemically responsible for the thoughts one reflects upon in critical reasoning in the way one is responsible for something one owns or parents. One's responsibility in reflecting on one's thoughts is immediately for the whole point of view. The simple observational model fails to account for the fact that critical reasoning is carried out within a single multi-level point of view.
Of course, we are sometimes disunified. Sometimes to our own good and efficiency, sometimes to our misfortune, we fail to know our motives or reasons, or know them only through observation and empirical reasoning. Sometimes from the point of view of our self-conscious reviewing selves, we are indeed epistemically responsible only derivatively for attitudes that we know only empirically. But in these cases, we are not reasoning critically with those aspects of ourselves that we know only in these ways.
Theoretical knowledge of one's modular attitudes is one sort of purely observationally-based 'self-knowledge'. When attitudes cannot be known in a direct non-observational way, one commonly enters some qualification on the sense in which the attitudes are one's own. In these cases failure to know the attitudes non-observationally is no sign of dissociation. But when one knows only observationally unconscious attitudes which are in principle accessible to non-observational self-knowledge, there is some dissociation of self, constituted by a divide between the point of view of one's critical reasoning and the attitude known only observationally.
Knowledge through therapy of one's unconscious, before full integration of that knowledge, provides one sort of example. One may know the attitudes on the basis of observationally based therapy, but the unconscious attitudes may provide a point of view of their own into which the meta-evaluations of them may not transfer. Those evaluations may not speak to unconscious considerations that are integral to the unconscious pathology; or th unconscious point of view may not have 'taken in' matters that are integral to the rationality of the meta-, therapeutic point of view. Psychoanalytic cases are not the only sort that illustrate the relevant dissociation. One may know from experience or theory that one will act a certain way, and yet rational meta-considerations may not penetrate to the system of attitudes that motivate the action.
Some self-admitted compulsions provide examples. One knows one has or will have the relevant intention, but knows the intention only as object; it is then not the product of critical deliberation.
Sometimes rational considerations from the meta-point of view may not have the same rational force and relevance within the point of view that includes the observationally known attitudes. There are cases of knowledge of one's beliefs like this as well.
One may know from self-observation that 'underneath' one believes something because one needs to believe it, while feeling sincere rational urges to assert the contrary. The system of underlying practical beliefs that motivate the needed belief may form a point of view that does not recognize as sufficient the rational meta-reasons that one can offer oneself for giving up the need-based belief. The person's meta-perspective may correctly condemn the need-based belief as epistemically irrational. But the belief may be dissociated from the point of view of his observational knowledge of that belief. It may be rational 'overall' for the person to give up the belief, but the practical rationality of the limited, need-driven perspective may exclude or outweigh the considerations that count against the belief.
The relevant psychological dissociation is, I think, sometimes partly to be explained in terms of the fact that a second 'point of view', or system of attitudes with its own internal coherence, has gotten set up within the person, in such a way that reasons from the point of view of the person's critical rationality do not automatically transfer to within the second point of view, rather as reasons from my perspective do not always apply as reasons from yours. Being known from the perspective of the critical reasoner only as an object, on the basis of observation and theory, is sufficient for an attitude to be dissociated in this way. Attitudes that are part of such a dissociated point of view may provide us with reasons, even operative ones, for doing things. But insofar as we know them only observationally, they are not part of our critical reasoning.
Where we know our thoughts or attitudes only by observation, the question of means of control-ofeffective application of reasons to them-arises, at least from the perspective of our observational knowledge. Where we know our attitudes only as empirical objects, not only are our rational evaluations of those attitudes relativized to contingencies associated with the knowledge. But our ability to apply our reasons (those associated with the point of view of the observational knowledge) must acknowledge the contingency of our rational control over those attitudes. We must face a question of how, by what means, to make those reasons effective in view of the contingent relation between the point of view of the self-knowledge and rational evaluation, on one hand, and the observationally known attitudes, on the other. Again, this is not critical reasoning. In critical reasoning, such questions of means and control do not arise, since one's relation to the known attitudes is rationally immediate: they are part of the perspective of the review itself.
Sometimes observation-based self-knowledge enables one to assimilate an attitude into one's critical point of view, and to take direct critical control and responsibility for the attitude. I may learn through observing my behaviour or through reasoning in therapy that I believe that a friend is untrustworthy. I may 'internalize' this belief so that it is no longer merely an object of observational knowledge. This process is sometimes immediate, sometimes hard, requiring deep personal change.
Although much reasoning and rational attitude formation occurs outside the purview of critical self-knowledge, or indeed any selfknowledge, critical reasoning remains central to our identities as persons. So no reasonable account of self-knowledge can ignore the role and entitlements critical reasoning gives to self-knowledge.
The argument I have given against the simple observational model indicates that the relations between knowledge and subject matter on which one's entitlement rests cannot always be causally brute, contingent, non-rational ones. In some particular instances of self-knowledge, the connection must be a rational one. For conclusions about the reasonability of one's thoughts based on self-review directly yield reasons within the point of view of those reviewed thoughts to alter or confirm them. The relation between self-knowledge and subject matter is that they must normally and rationally be part of the same theoretical and practical point of view-elements of a single theory or plan.
Connections between reviews and thoughts under review that are fully open to reason and that allow immediate transmission of reasons are necessary to the rational coherence of a point of view. A merely observation-based relation between attitudes insures that they are parts of different points of view. Indeed, it is constitutive of a point of view that failure to follow or understand its connections by the holder of the point of view is a failure of rationality. Thus a point of view is not closed under deductive consequence, and contains rational connections other than deductive ones.
So entitlement to knowledge of one's own thoughts and attitudes is not purely a matter of what one does. It has to do with who one is. One's status as a person and critical reasoner entails epistemic entitlement to some judgments about one's propositional attitudes.
It entails some non-observational knowledge of them.
Cogito-like thoughts illustrate one non-contingent rational relation between knowledge and subject matter. In those cases, the reviewed thought is simply a logical part of the review. But cogito-like thoughts are in many ways special cases. If we are to understand critical reasoning, the entitlement that I have discussed must apply more broadly. It must include judgments about beliefs, intentions, wants, as well as occurrent thoughts.
So far, I have put little weight on the first-person present tense form of the relevant pieces of self-knowledge. Clearly, for the review and the reviewed thoughts to be part of a practice of critical reasoning, the reviewed thoughts must be capable of becoming part of the reasoner's present array of attitudes. And the special features of cogito cases do depend on present tense. But much of what I have said about the dependence of an entitlement on its role in critical reasoning, and about the non-observational character of this entitlement, applies to preservative memory-that type of memory that preserves propositions and our commitments to them in What does this metaphor come to? If the reviewing knowledge is to be integral to critical reasoning, if it is to provide immediate rational ground for change in the reviewed material, the review must take up the same perspective or point of view as the act under review -the reasoner's own object-level point of view. The first-person point of view bears a distinctive relation to the relevance of rational norms to rational activity. For a review of a propositional mental event or state to yield an immediate rational ground to defend or alter the attitude, the point of view of the review and that of the attitude reviewed must be the same and must be first-personal.
In evaluating reasoning critically, one must make commitments to attitudes partly on the basis of critical evaluations of them. If one is to fully articulate the rational basis for the application of rational norms within critical reasoning, the commitments to both reviews and reviewed attitudes must be conceptually acknowledged as one's own. For acknowledging them as one's own is taking them as attitudes that one could rationally and directly change or confirm.
Acknowledging first-order attitudes as one's own is necessary to articulating the direct rational relevance of one's critical reasons to first-order reasoning (or more generally, reasonable activity). I intend to say more about this matter on another occasion.
I have sketched the environmental neutrality of our entitlement to self-knowledge. The entitlement remains constant under possible unnoticeable variations in environmental circumstances or cognitive content. For it does not depend on the empirical content of the judgments. It does not depend on checking whether our judgments meet certain conditions. It depends on the judgments' being instances of a kind essential to critical reasoning. Critical reasoning presupposes that people are entitled to such judgments.
Since we are critical reasoners, we are so entitled.
Epistemic entitlement derives from jurisdiction-from the place of the judgments in reasoning. In cogito-like thoughts, this place is coded in the content of the judgments themselves. In other relevant sorts of self-knowledge, which are fallible, the entitlement, indeed one's knowledge, depends only on one's not misusing thejudgments and on one's remaining a sane critical reasoner. 16
